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The  Army’s  current  Transformation  Roadmap  is  founded  In  the  1999  strategic  vision  of 
then  Army  Chief  of  Staff  General  Eric  K.  Shinsekl.  There  Is  a  new  administration  in  office  since 
this  transformation  began.  The  Army  is  now  over  five  years  into  this  transformation,  and  has  a 
new  Chief  of  Staff  and  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Army  leading  the  process.  At  the  time  in  1 999, 
there  were  no  policies  at  the  DOD  or  administration  level  toward  transformation.  With  the  new 
Bush  administration,  there  are  now  policies  at  the  DOD  and  administration  level  concerning 
transformation  as  well  as  Congressional  oversight  through  the  Government  Accountability 
Office. 

As  the  Government’s  bureaucratic  process  begins  to  fully  weigh  in  on  transformation, 
obstacles  to  the  process  of  transforming  will  arise  where  policies  or  the  transformation  process 
will  have  to  be  altered,  eliminated  or  changed.  This  paper  will  examine  Army  transformation 
with  respect  to  budgetary  and  programming  obstacles  within  the  Army,  DOD,  the  current 
administration  and  Congressional  policies.  Specifically,  what  are  the  obstacles  to  Army 
transformation,  do  current  policies  allow  these  obstacles  to  be  reduced  or  eliminated,  and  are 
new  policies  needed  or  does  the  transformation  roadmap  need  to  be  changed. 
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BUDGETARY  AND  PROGRAMMING  OBSTACLES  TO  ARMY  TRANSFORMATION:  A  CHALLENGE 

FOR  NOW  AND  THE  FUTURE 


There  will  be  no  moment  at  which  the  Department  is  “transformed.”  Rather,  we 
are  buiiding  a  cuiture  of  continuai  transformation,  so  that  our  armed  forces  are 
aiways  severai  steps  ahead  of  any  potentiai  adversaries.  To  do  so,  we  must 
envision  and  invest  in  the  future  today,  so  we  can  defend  our  homeiand  and  our 
freedom  tomorrow. 


— Donaid  H.  Rumsfeld 
Transformation  Pianning  Guidance,  Aprii  2003 

The  Army’s  current  T ransformation  stems  from  the  strategic  vision  that  the  then  Army 
Chief  of  Staff  General  Eric  K.  Shinseki  presented  in  1 999.  This  T ransformation  process  has 
been  ongoing  for  over  five  years  and  has  endured  through  significant  events  iike  the  terrorist 
attacks  of  September  1 1 , 2001 ,  the  current  War  on  Terrorism,  a  change  in  administrations  and  a 
change  in  Army  Leadership.  As  events  unfolded  around  the  world  and  the  Government’s 
bureaucratic  process  began  to  fully  weigh  in  on  Army  transformation,  obstacles  to  the  process 
of  transforming  arose  where  policies  or  the  transformation  process  will  have  to  be  altered, 
eliminated  or  changed. 

This  paper  identifies  budgetary  and  programming  obstacles  or  potential  budgetary  and 
programming  obstacles  to  Army  Transformation  within  the  Army,  DOD,  the  current 
administration  and  Congress.  Once  identified,  I  will  analyze  these  obstacles  to  see  if  they  can 
be  reduced  or  eliminated,  and  determine  if  new  policies  are  needed  or  does  the  Army’s 
transformation  roadmap  need  to  be  changed. 

To  better  understand  what  these  obstacles  are  and  provide  a  structure  to  analyze  them, 
one  must  first  look  at  the  background  of  Army  Transformation  under  General  Shinseki’s  term  as 
Chief  of  Staff,  and  then  the  transition  to  the  new  transformation  roadmap  under  the  current  Chief 
of  Staff  General  Peter  J.  Schoomaker.  Once  the  background  of  the  Army’s  transformation 
roadmap  and  the  way-a-head  are  understood,  then  an  objective  look  at  the  obstacles  from  the 
various  levels  of  Government  and  non-Government  elements  can  be  analyzed.  This  analysis 
will  start  with  Congressional  policies  and  GAO  findings  to  provide  insights  into  what  Congress  is 
interested  in  and  what  obstacles  or  potential  obstacles  might  arise.  Second,  analyze  the  current 
administration’s  transformation  policies  and  guidance  for  potential  changes  in  the  Army’s 
Transformation  roadmap.  Third,  DOD  has  published  Transformation  Planning  Guidance  that 
affects  Army  Transformation.  The  DOD  Transformation  Guidance  will  also  affect  Joint 
Operations  policies  which  in-turn  will  affect  Army  Transformation.  Fourth,  the  Army,  through  its 
policies,  can  alter  the  Transformation  roadmap.  In  addition,  through  changes  in  current 


operations,  the  Army  Staff  and  TRADOC  Futures  Center  could  change  the  course  of  the  Army’s 
Transformation  Roadmap.  Finally,  there  are  Non-Governmental  entities  such  as  corporations 
and  academia  that  could  potentially  affect  the  Army’s  Transformation  Roadmap.  Some 
examples  might  be  the  privatized  military  industry,  supported  regions  around  the  world  and 
various  lobby  groups. 

All  of  these  Government  and  Non-Government  elements  have  the  potential  to  affect  Army 
Transformation.  The  key  is  to  identify  the  budgetary  and  programming  obstacles  or  potential 
obstacles  and  make  an  assessment  to  see  if  changes  are  needed. 

BACKGROUND 

Army  Chief  of  Staff  General  Eric  K.  Shinseki  announced  his  vision  of  Army  Transformation 
in  his  1 999  AUSA  convention  speech.  Flis  point  was  that  the  cold  war  was  over  and  that  the 
potential  enemies  of  the  future  are  changing  and  that  the  Army  must  change  to  meet  these  new 
threats.  General  Shinseki  stated,  “To  adjust  the  condition  of  the  Army  to  better  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  next  century,  we  articulate  this  vision:  ‘Soldiers  on  point  for  the  nation 
transforming  this,  the  most  respected  army  in  the  world,  into  a  strategically  responsive  force  that 
is  dominant  across  the  full  spectrum  of  operations.’  With  that  overarching  goal  to  frame  us,  the 
Army  will  undergo  a  major  transformation...”'  General  Shinseki  was  very  clear  that  the  Army’s 
mission  was  still  Warfighting  and  to  fight  and  win  the  Nation’s  wars  was  paramount.  He  also 
stressed  that  the  need  to  prepare  the  leaders  of  the  future  is  critical  and  it  would  take  all  three 
components,  the  active.  National  Guard  and  Reserves  to  be  successful. 

General  Shinseki  laid  out  the  following  way  ahead  during  his  1999  AUSA  speech: 

We  will  look  for  future  systems  which  can  be  strategically  deployed  by  C-1 7,  but 
also  be  able  to  fit  a  C-1 30-like  profile  for  tactical  intra-theater  lift.  We  will  look  for 
log  support  reductions  by  seeking  common  platform/common  chassis/standard 
caliber  designs  by  which  to  reduce  our  stockpile  of  repair  parts.  We  will  prioritize 
solutions  which  optimize  smaller,  lighter,  more  lethal,  yet  more  reliable,  fuel 
efficient,  and  more  survivable  options.  Can  we,  in  time,  go  to  an  all  wheel  vehicle 
fleet  where  even  the  follow-on  to  today’s  armored  vehicles  can  come  in  at  50%- 
70%  less  tonnage?  With  the  right  technological  solutions,  we  intend  to  transform 
the  Army.  All  components,  into  a  standard  design  with  internetted  C4ISR 
packages  that  allow  us  to  put  combat  capable  brigades  anywhere  in  the  world  in 
96  hours  once  we  have  received  execute  liftoff,  a  division  on  the  ground  in  120 
hours,  and  five  divisions  in  30  days.^ 

This  speech  was  the  start  to  a  very  fast  paced  process  for  transforming  the  Army,  a  process 
that  would  begin  immediately,  and  one  that  would  cause  people  to  think  out-side  of  the  bex 
to  make  the  transformation  happen  and  produce  the  capabilities  desired. 
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In  closing,  General  Shinseki  made  the  commitment  that  soldiers  would  remain  the  Army’s 
centerpiece  and  that  readiness  would  not  be  diminished.  “Our  physical,  moral,  and  mental 
competence  will  give  us  the  strength,  the  confidence,  and  the  will  to  fight  and  win  anywhere, 
anytime.  We  will  be  trained,  we  will  be  ready  to  do  anything  the  American  people  ask  us  to  do, 
and  we  will  do  it  better,  faster,  and  more  affordably.’’^ 

Both  the  House  and  Senate  Armed  Services  Committees  requested  that  the  United  States 
General  Accounting  office  review  the  Army’s  transformation  plan.  “The  results  of  the 
Quadrennial  Defense  Review  as  well  as  other  events  are  likely  to  affect  the  Army’s  plans.  We 
believe  that  the  management  construct  established  by  the  T ransformation  Campaign  Plan  is 
flexible  enough  to  permit  the  Army  to  adapt  its  plans  to  evolving  events.’”'  This  firm  validation  by 
the  GAO  paved  the  way  for  the  Army,  mainly  General  Shinseki,  to  firmly  embed  this  concept  of 
transformation  into  the  Army  culture. 

Since  General  Shinseki  put  the  Army  on  the  path  to  transformation  significant  changes 
have  occurred  from  a  new  administration  being  sworn  in,  to  the  attacks  of  September  1 1 , 2001 
and  to  the  change  of  Army  Leadership,  to  include  General  Shinseki  himself.  The  current  Army 
Chief  of  Staff,  General  Peter  J.  Schoomaker,  has  embraced  Army  Transformation  and  has 
recognized  the  efforts  made  by  General  Shinseki  as  mentioned  in  the  Army  Campaign  Plan 
which  General  Schoomaker  and  the  Acting  Secretary  of  the  Army  approved.  “Army 
Transformation  produces  evolutionary  and  revolutionary  changes  intended  to  improve  Army  and 
Joint  Force  capabilities  to  meet  current  and  future  full-spectrum  requirements.  The  pace  of 
Army  Transformation,  particularly  over  the  past  several  years,  has  produced  important  results 
including  experimentation,  fielding,  and  initial  operational  capability...’’® 

General  Schoomaker  and  the  Army  Staff  have  produced  two  documents  that  establish  the 
importance  of  transformation  and  the  road  ahead  for  the  Army.  First,  the  Army  Campaign  Plan 
integrates  transformation  with  the  War  on  Terrorism,  and  lays  out  its  importance  of  both  current 
and  future  operations.  “Transformation  is  a  process  that  shapes  the  changing  nature  of  military 
competition  and  cooperation  through  new  combinations  of  concepts,  capabilities,  people,  and 
organizations  that  exploit  the  Nation’s  advantages  and  protect  against  asymmetric 
vulnerabilities  to  sustain  strategic  position,  which  helps  underpin  peace  and  stability  in  the 
world.’’®  The  second  is  the  Army  Transformation  Roadmap,  which  lays  the  foundation  as  to 
why  the  Army  must  transform,  and  it  provides  significant  details  as  to  how  the  Army  will 
transform. 
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The  Army  Transformation  Roadmap  is  updated  annually.  It  provides  details  on  how  the 

Army  will  transform  within  the  Joint  Force  environment,  provide  a  ready  force,  develop  future 

combat  systems  and  will  conduct  Institutional  transformation  and  other  initiatives. 

The  2004  Army  Transformation  Roadmap  refines  the  Army's  transformation 
strategy  and  details  Army  actions  to  identify  and  build  required  capabilities  to 
enhance  execution  of  joint  operations  by  the  current  force  while  developing  the 
capabilities  essential  to  provide  dominant  land-power  capabilities  to  the  future 
Joint  Force.  This  ATR  complies  with  the  Defense  Planning  Guidance  directive  to 
report  how  Army  transformation  is  congruent  with  defense  transformation  efforts 
through  the  future  years  defense  program.^ 

This  transformation  roadmap  provides  the  Army  with  the  detail  needed  to  implement  the  plan 
across  all  elements  of  the  Army  to  include  the  linkages  with  joint  operations. 

The  way-ahead  for  the  Army  under  both  the  Army  Campaign  Pian  and  the  Army 
Transformation  Roadmap  is  to  reduce  the  risk  that  was  initially  taken  under 
Shinseki’s  plan  for  the  current  force  to  ensure  the  Combatant  Commanders  are 
supported  for  current  mission  success,  and  to  continue  to  work  toward  the  future 
force  at  a  somewhat  reduced  pace.  “The  changes  ahead  for  the  Army  are 
significant,  but  they  are  neither  reckless  nor  revolutionary.  A  continuous  cycle  of 
innovation,  experimentation,  experience  and  change  enable  the  Army  to  improve 
capabilities  and  provide  dominant  land  power  to  the  Joint  Force  now  and  into  the 
future.”® 


CONGRESSIONAL  LEVEL  IMPLICATIONS 

As  with  any  major  changes  within  the  Department  of  Defense,  or  procurement  of  new 
military  systems.  Congress,  controls  or  manages  these  changes  by  controlling  the  purse  strings. 
Congress  has  several  methods  to  gather  information  from  in  which  to  base  its  collective 
decisions  they  enact  through  passing  the  annual  Defense  bill  that  the  President  signs  into  law. 
Congress  can  have  hearings,  have  fact-finding  missions  or  have  the  United  States  General 
Accounting  Office  conduct  an  audit  and  prepare  a  report  to  Congress.  It  is  useful  to  examine 
some  of  the  directives  specified  in  the  FY  2004  and  FY  2005  National  Defense  Authorization 
acts,  then  a  review  of  some  of  the  reports  from  GAO.  From  these  two  areas,  an  assessment  of 
potential  obstacles  to  Army  Transformation  can  be  formulated. 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  of  2004  requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  Congress  on  various  aspects  within  the  Department  of 
Defense.  For  example.  Congress  requested  a  report  on  the  Stryker  vehicle  program  that  is  part 
of  the  Army’s  transformation  program. 

SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  REPORT  -  The  report  referred  to  in 
subsection  (A)(1)  is  the  report  required  to  be  submitted  by  the  Secretary 
To  The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  not  later  than  July  8,  2003,  that 
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identifies  options  for  modifications  to  the  equipment  and  configuration  of 
the  Army  brigades  designated  as  ‘Stryker  brigade  combat  teams'  to 
assure  that  those  brigades,  after  incorporating  such  modifications, 
provide — (1 )  a  higher  ievei  of  combat  capabiiity  and  sustainabiiity  (2)  a 
capabiiity  across  a  broader  spectrum  of  combat  operations;  and  (3)  a 
capabiiity  to  be  empioyed  independentiy  of  higher-ievei  command 
formations  and  support.® 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  then  required,  after  review,  to  transmit  the  report  to  the 
congressionai  defense  committees.  These  reports  provide  Congress  with  information  that  can 
be  used  to  base  future  decisions  that  have  the  potentiai  to  force  changes  within  the  Army’s 
transformation  pians. 

Another  exampie  of  congressionai  action  that  can  cause  the  Army’s  transformation  to  be 
pushed  farther  out  in  the  program  years  deais  with  the  Future  Combat  Systems  Program. 

PROGRAM  STRATEGY  REQUiRED-The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shaii  estabiish 
and  impiement  a  program  strategy  for  the  Future  Combat  Systems  acquisition 
program  of  the  Army.  The  purpose  of  the  program  strategy  shaii  be  to  provide  an 
effective,  affordabie,  producibie,  and  supportabie  miiitary  capabiiity  with  a 
reaiistic  scheduie  and  a  robust  cost  estimate.  The  program  strategy  shaii — (1) 
require  the  reiease,  at  the  design  readiness  review,  of  not  iess  than  90  percent  of 
engineering  drawings  for  the  buiiding  of  prototypes;  (2)  require,  before  faciiitating 
production  or  contraoting  for  items  with  iong  iead  times,  that  an  acceptabie 
demonstration  be  carried  out  of  the  performance  of  the  information  network, 
inciuding  the  performance  of  the  Joint  Tacticai  Radio  System  and  the  Warfighter 
Information  Network-Tacticai;  and  (3)  require,  before  the  initiai  production 
decision,  that  an  acceptabie  demonstration  be  carried  out  of  the  coiiective 
capabiiity  of  each  system  to  meet  system-of-systems  requirements  when 
integrated  with  the  information  network.^® 

With  congressionai  ianguage  this  specific,  there  appears  to  be  an  effort  by  Congress  to  be 
invoived  in  the  detaiis  of  the  Army’s  transformation,  aimost  to  the  point  of  causing  the  program 
to  siow  with  administrative  requirements  as  weii  as  iimiting  the  abiiity  of  the  Army  and  the 
Department  of  Defense  to  exercise  any  flexibiiity  in  the  management  of  this  program. 

Aiso,  the  United  States  Generai  Accounting  Office  conducts  audits  requested  by 
Congress  and  provides  a  detaiied  report.  To  date,  there  have  been  a  muititude  of  reports 
compieted  on  transformation  within  the  Department  of  Defense,  covering  the  Department  itseif 
as  weii  as  aii  the  services.  With  respect  to  Army  Transformation,  eariier  reports  have  pointed 
out  criticai  issues,  but  overaii,  they  have  been  positive.  “The  Army  has  a  comprehensive 
process  for  managing  its  transformation  efforts  over  the  next  30  years,  its  Transformation 
Campaign  Pian  serves  as  a  common  frame  of  reference  for  officiais  throughout  the  Army.’’" 
Some  of  the  concerns  in  these  eariier  reports  deait  with  technoiogy  advances  and  questioned  if 
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the  funding  support  would  be  there  to  completion.  “The  Army’s  plans  are  highly  dependent  on 
near-term  technological  advances  that  are  uncertain  and  long-term  funding  commitments.”'^ 

As  the  Army’s  transformation  progresses,  the  GAO  began  to  look  at  specific  combat 
systems  such  as  the  Interim  Brigade  Combat  Teams  (IBCT).  These  reports  pointed  out 
challenges  and  provided  recommendations  to  keep  the  Army  on  track  with  its  transformation. 
“The  Army  faces  numerous  challenges  in  forming  its  first  IBCT...  planned  combat  capabilities 
will  not  be  present  when  the  IBCT  is  to  be  certified  for  deployment  in  May  2003.  Specifically, 
two  interim  armored  vehicles...  require  further  development  and  will  not  be  delivered  until 
2004... training  challenges  exist  since  the  interim  armored  vehicle  delivery  schedule  has 
compressed  the  time  available  for  training.”'®  The  reports  findings  and  recommendations  were 
generally  accepted. 

In  2003,  the  GAO  was  asked  to  audit  the  Army’s  Stryker  brigade,  provide  an  assessment 
with  recommendations. 

Based  on  our  observation  of  events  and  analysis  of  the  data  collected  in 
accordance  with  the  Army’s  plan,  the  brigade  demonstrated  that  it  could  perform 
as  designed,  but  it  did  not  consistently  demonstrate  it  capabilities,  indicating  both 
strengths  and  weaknesses.  The  strengths  were  illustrated  by  the  brigade’s  ability 
to  deploy  using  different  transportation  systems  and  the  individual  unit’s  ability  to 
take  advantage  of  the  speed,  agility,  and  maneuverability  of  the  Stryker  vehicle. 

With  regard  to  weaknesses,  the  brigade  had  difficulties  in  (1)  mastering  staff 
operations...  (2)  Using  its  digital  systems...  (3)  Conducting  supply  operations... 
and  (4)  executing  company-level  combat  missions,  which  reduced  its  overall 
combat  power.''' 

The  overall  tone  of  this  report  was  positive  with  recommendations  on  how  to  keep  this 
transformation  effort  on  track. 

GAO  not  only  looks  at  systems,  but  also  often  is  asked  to  look  at  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  financial  management  and  business  processes.  In  its  July  7,  2004  testimony  before 
the  Congressional  Subcommittees,  GAO  emphasized  the  real  need  for  reform  within  DOD  and 
reiterated  the  following  recommendations,  “(1 )  an  integrated  business  management 
transformation  strategy,  (2)  sustained  leadership  and  resource  control,  (3)  clear  lines  of 
responsibilities  and  accountability,  (4)  results-oriented  performance,  (5)  appropriate  incentives 
and  consequences,  (6)  an  enterprise  architecture  to  guide  reform  efforts,  and  (7)  effective 
monitoring  and  oversight.”'® 

Through  a  significant  review  of  recent  Defense  Authorization  and  Appropriation  Acts,  and 
GAO  reports,  two  clear  potential  obstacles  to  Army  Transformation  are  apparent,  (1) 
Congressional  interest  in  the  transformation  systems  the  Army  is  procuring  and  (2)  the  financial 
management  and  business  processes  that  control  the  transformation  process  need 
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improvement.  Both  of  these  can  be  significant,  disrupt  current  year  budgets  and  change  future 
year  programs,  and  both  can  be  overcome.  The  key  is  keeping  Congress  informed  as 
requested  and  demonstrating  the  wiiiingness  to  make  the  hard  right  decisions  when  system 
issues  and  probiems  arise  or  are  identified  through  GAO  reports.  The  Army  wiii  need  to 
continue  to  support  the  effort  in  the  Department  of  Defense’s  Financiai  and  Business 
Management  Transformation.  It  is  criticai  that  Congress  has  the  confidence  that  the  Army  and 
DOD  are  properiy  managing  the  resources  that  are  provided,  if  not,  there  wiii  be  more  controis 
and  constraints  put  in  piace  that  wiii  siow  the  entire  process  and  couid  cause  some  of  the 
transformation  efforts  to  be  terminated. 

PRESIDENTIAL  LEVEL  IMPLICATIONS 

Shortiy  after  coming  into  office  in  2001 ,  the  Bush  administration  began  working  on  the 
President's  Management  agenda.  The  first  reai  detaiied  pian  on  how  the  administration  was 
going  to  improve  government  performance  was  pubiished  in  “The  President's  Management 
Agenda,  fiscai  year  2002”,  by  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President,  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget. 

I  am  pieased  to  send  to  Congress  a  boid  strategy  for  improving  the  management 
and  performance  of  the  federai  government.  Government  iikes  to  begin  things — 
to  deciare  grand  new  programs  and  causes.  But  good  beginnings  are  not  the 
measure  of  success.  What  matters  in  the  end  is  compietion.  Performance. 
Resuits.  Not  just  making  promises,  but  making  good  on  promises,  in  my 
Administration,  that  wiii  be  the  standard  from  the  farthest  regionai  office  of 
government  to  the  highest  office  in  the  iand 

The  agenda  iays  out  1 4  areas  in  which  improvement  is  needed.  The  first  five  areas  address 
Government-wide  initiatives  for  reducing  fraud,  waste  and  abuse.  The  remaining  nine  areas 
cover  agency  specific  programs  to  heip  improve  government  performance.  Two  of  the  nine 
specific  programs  beiong  to  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  President  estabiished  four  basic  iong-term  resuits  he  expected  aii  agencies  to  meet. 

Agencies  wiii  take  a  discipiined  and  focused  approach  to  address  these  iong- 
standing  and  substantiai  chalienges  and  begin  the  steps  necessary  to  become 
high  performing  organizations  in  which:  hierarchicai,  “command  and  controi” 
bureaucracies  wiii  become  fiatter  and  more  responsive;  emphasis  on  process  wiii 
be  repiaced  by  a  focus  on  resuits;  organizations  burdened  with  overiapping 
functions,  inefficiencies,  and  turf  batties  wiii  function  more  harmoniousiy;  and 
agencies  wiii  strengthen  and  make  the  most  of  the  knowiedge,  skiils,  and  abiiities 
of  their  peopie;  in  order  to  meet  the  needs  and  expectations  of  their  uitimate 
ciients — the  American  peopie. 
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This  management  agenda  was  only  the  initial  step  in  the  administrations  efforts  to  improve 
government.  The  administration  published  other  documents  like  the  National  Security  Strategy 
and  the  National  Strategy  for  Combating  Terrorism  that  affect  the  way  the  government  operates, 
especially  the  Department  of  Defense.  In  addition,  the  administration  has  been  changing  the 
structure  of  government  since  September  1 1 , 2001 ,  to  include  major  policy  changes  with 
respect  to  Homeland  Security,  economic  growth,  medical  coverage,  and  many  other  areas. 

On  August  the  16,  2004,  the  President  announced  a  major  change  in  restructuring  U.S. 
military  forces  around  the  world.  This  is  an  effort  to  create  a  more  flexible  force,  reduce 
personnel  turbulence  and  costs. 

Over  the  coming  decade,  we  will  deploy  a  more  agile  and  more  flexible  force, 
which  means  that  more  of  our  troops  will  be  stationed  and  deployed  from  here  at 
home.  We  will  move  some  of  our  troops  and  capabilities  to  new  locations,  so 
they  can  surge  quickly  to  deal  with  unexpected  threats.  We’ll  take  advantage  of 
the  21®*  century  military  technologies  to  rapidly  deploy  increased  combat  power. 

The  new  plan  will  help  us  fight  and  win  these  wars  of  the  21  ®*  century.  It  will 
strengthen  our  alliances  around  the  world,  while  we  build  new  partnerships  to 
better  preserve  the  peace.  It  will  reduce  the  stress  on  our  troops  and  our  military 
families.*® 

In  the  same  announcement.  President  Bush  talked  about  how  the  United  States  would  support 
NATO's  transformation  as  well  as  the  changes  that  would  be  made  in  each  region  throughout 
the  world. 

The  President’s  National  Security  Strategy  outWnes  the  United  States’  “Grand  Strategy’’ for 
upholding  human  dignity,  defeating  global  terrorism,  defusing  regional  conflicts,  preventing 
attacks  from  Weapons  of  Mass  Destruction,  fostering  global  economic  growth,  expanding 
democracy,  and  specifically  it  addresses  transforming  America’s  National  Security  Institutes. 
“The  unparalleled  strength  of  the  United  States  armed  forces,  and  their  forward  presence,  have 
maintained  the  peace  in  some  of  the  world’s  most  strategically  vital  regions.  However,  the 
threats  and  enemies  we  must  confront  have  changed,  and  so  must  our  forces.’’*®  The  National 
Security  Strategy  poMs  out  four  things  the  military  must  do  effectively  as  it  transforms; 
“...assure  our  allies  and  friends;  dissuade  future  military  competition;  deter  threats  against  U.S. 
interests,  allies,  and  friends;  and  decisively  defeat  any  adversary  if  deterrence  fails.’’®”  The 
strategy  outlined  within  this  document  effects  the  government  across  all  agencies  with  a 
significant  cost  associated  with  it.  There  will  be  trade-offs  that  must  be  made  and  risk  taken  in 
implementing  the  strategy. 

President  Bush  signed  the  National  Strategy  for  Homeland  Security  July  1 6,  2002.  The 
first  document  of  its  kind  that  puts  in  place  a  strategy  to  secure  the  Homeland,  integrate  federal 
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agencies,  state  and  local  governments,  private  sector  business  and  an  informed  citizenry.  “We 
have  produced  a  comprehensive  national  strategy  that  is  based  on  the  principles  of  cooperation 
and  partnership.  As  a  result  of  this  Strategy,  firefighters  will  be  better  equipped  to  fight  fires, 
police  officers  better  armed  to  fight  crime,  businesses  better  able  to  protect  their  data  and 
information  systems,  and  scientists  better  able  to  fight  Mother  Nature's  deadliest  diseases.”^^  In 
analyzing  this  document,  a  significant  amount  of  specified  and  implied  tasks  are  listed  for 
federal  agencies  as  well  as  state  and  local  governments  that  will  require  increased  resources  to 
implement. 

The  National  Strategy  for  Combating  Terrorism  is  another  document  like  the  National 
Security  Strategy,  lays  out  goals  and  objectives  in  some  detail  as  to  how  the  United  States  will 
win  the  war  on  terrorism.  “The  intent  of  our  national  strategy  is  to  stop  terrorist  attacks  against 
the  United  States,  its  citizens,  its  interests,  and  our  friends  and  allies  around  the  world, 
ultimately,  to  create  an  international  environment  inhospitable  to  terrorists  and  all  those  who 
support  them.’’^^  The  National  Strategy  for  Combating  Terrorism  is  a  supporting  document  to 
the  National  Security  Strategy.  As  the  war  on  terrorism  continues,  this  document,  like  the 
National  Security  Strategy,  increases  the  responsibilities  of  many  of  the  federal  agencies  and 
furthers  the  demands  for  resources  to  fully  support  these  new  responsibilities.  Is  it  likely  that 
some  of  these  responsibilities  will  be  reduced?  The  answer  is  probably  not  as  can  be  seen  in 
the  conclusion  remarks  of  this  document.  “We  will  be  resolute.  Others  might  flag  in  the  face  of 
the  inevitable  ebb  and  flow  of  the  campaign  against  terrorism.  But  the  American  people  will 
not.”"= 

It  is  clear  that  there  are  many  programs  and  policies  the  President  has  put  into  effect  that 
either  imply  or  specify  a  function  or  mission  be  performed  that  has  the  potential  to  be  an 
obstacle  to  the  Army’s  plan  for  transformation.  A  majority  of  the  programs  and  policies  the 
President  has  instituted  must  be  resourced.  In  order  to  resource  them,  priorities  will  be  set, 
trade-offs  will  be  made  and  risks  will  be  taken.  This  might  mean  some  of  the  Army’s 
transformation  programs  will  be  eliminated  or  pushed  to  the  out-years  for  funding.  The  key  will 
be  to  anticipate  these  changes  and  make  adjustments  that  will  keep  the  Army  relevant  and  the 
thrust  of  the  Army’s  transformation  on  track. 

DOD  LEVEL  IMPLICATIONS 

The  Secretary  of  Defense,  Honorable  Donald  H.  Rumsfeld  was  nominated  for  the  cabinet 
positions  of  Secretary  of  Defense  by  the  then  President-elect  George  W.  Bush  for  the  purpose 
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of  transforming  the  Department  into  the  21  century.  This  point  was  made  ciear  during  his 

confirmation  hearing  before  the  U.S.  Senate  committee  on  Armed  Services. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  the  expicsive  advance  of  modern 
technelegy,  and  the  fcrces  cf  giobaiization  that  are  making  the  technoicgy 
avaiiabie  tc  aiiy  and  adversary  aiike,  make  the  transformation  of  U.S.  miiitary 
power  essentiai.  Whiie  much  of  the  existing  defense  establishment  can  be 
adapted  to  21  Century  needs,  a  gcod  deal  cannot.  We  must  mcve  forcefully  to 
rationalize  the  costly  burden  of  force  structures  and  practices  that  do  not 
contribute  to  current  and  future  U.S.  security  needs.  If  confirmed  as  Secretary,  I 
plan  to  pursue  five  key  objectives...;  First,  we  need  to  fashion  and  sustain 
deterrence  apprcpriate  to  the  ccntemporary  security  environment...;  Secend,  the 
readiness  and  sustainability  of  deployed  forces... ;Third,  U.S.  command-control- 
communication,  intelligence  and  space  capabilities  must  be 
modernized... ;Fourth,  the  U.S.  defense  establishment  must  be  transformed...; 
and  Fifth,  reform  of  DOD  structures,  processes  and  organization.^'* 

After  his  confirmaticn.  Secretary  Rumsfeld  set  out  to  fulfill  his  five  key  cbjectives. 

The  first  key  document  that  the  new  Secretary  published  was  the  Quadrennial  Defense 
Rev/ew  report  he  signed  on  September  30,  2001 ,  shortly  after  the  horrific  events  ef  September 
1 1 , 2001 .  This  dccument  presented  the  first  view  of  the  strategy  for  transforming  the 
Department.  The  2001  Quadrennial  Defense  Review  Report  (QDR)  changed  the  defense 
strategy  from  a  threat-based  strategy  to  a  capabilities-based  strategy  that  will  allow  for  more 
flexibility  in  countering  the  world’s  potential  threats.  This  new  strategy  is  designed  to  deal  with 
an  uncertain  werld. 

The  strategy  that  results  is  built  arcund  four  goals  that  will  guide  the  development 
of  U.S.  forces  and  capabilities,  their  deployment  and  use:  Assuring  allies  and 
friends  of  the  United  States’  steadiness  cf  purpose  and  its  capabilities  to  fulfill  its 
security  commitments;  Dissuading  adversaries  from  undertaking  pregrams  or 
operations  that  could  threaten  U.S.  interests  or  those  of  our  allies  and  friends; 
Deterring  aggression  and  coercion  by  deploying  forward  the  capacity  to  swiftly 
defeats  attacks  and  impose  severe  penalties  for  aggression  on  an  adversary’s 
military  capability  and  supporting  infrastructure;  and  Decisively  defeating  any 
adversary  if  deterrence  fails.*^® 

As  with  any  new  strategy,  there  ccmes  a  multitude  of  specified  and  implied  tasks  and 
missions.  For  example,  under  QDR  section  II,  Defense  Strategy  lays  cut  the  details  of  how  the 
U.S.  military  will  support  the  policy  goals  of  Assuring,  Dissuading,  Deterring  and  Defeating. 
Assuring;  “...the  U.S.  military  will  promote  security  cooperation  with  allies  and  friendly 
nations.’’^®  Dissuading;  “...experiment  with  revelutionary  operational  concepts,  capabilities,  and 
organizational  arrangements  and  to  encourage  the  development  of  a  culture  within  the  military 
that  embraces  innovation  and  risk-taking.’’^^  Deterring;  ”...  requires  non-nuclear  forces  that  can 
strike  with  precision  at  fixed  and  mobile  targets  throughout  the  depth  of  an  adversary’s  territory; 
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active  and  passive  defenses;  and  rapidiy  depioyabie  and  sustainabie  forces  that  can  decisiveiy 
defeat  any  adversary.”^®  Defeating;  “...must  maintain  the  capability  to  support  treaty  obligations 
and  defeat  the  efforts  of  adversaries  to  impose  their  will  on  the  United  States,  its  allies,  or 
friends.”®®  As  can  be  seen  these  are  very  broad  areas  of  responsibilities  that  have  many  sub¬ 
tasks  associated  with  them.  Any  one  of  these  sub-tasks  has  the  potential  to  change  current 
budgets  and  future  programs  for  Army  Transformation. 

An  example  of  very  specific  guidance  given  in  QDR  2001  that  directly  affects  the  Army’s 
transformation  can  be  found  in  section  IV,  Reorienting  the  U.S.  military  Global  Posture.  “The 
Secretary  of  the  Army  will  accelerate  the  introduction  of  forward-stationed  Interim  Brigade 
Combat  Teams  (IBCTs)  to  strengthen  deterrence  and  improve  U.S.  strategic  responsiveness  on 
a  global  basis.”®®  The  next  QDR  has  already  started,  and  there  are  articles  in  print  suggesting 
that  significant  changes  from  this  new  QDR  2005  will  influence  the  FY  05  budget,  which  is  being 
executed  now.®' 

The  next  key  document  published  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  was  the  Transformation 
Planning  Guidance.  It  establishes  the  scope  for  transformation  within  the  Department  defines 
the  strategy  and  establishes  the  roles  and  responsibilities  for  implementing  transformation. 

“The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  the  final  approval  authority  on  all  major  elements  of  the 
transformation  strategy.  He  will  set  the  Department’s  transformation  policies  and  objectives, 
and  define  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  Department’s  senior  leadership  in  executing  the 
transformation  strategy.”®®  This  guidance  should  leave  no  doubt  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
wants  hands-on  control  of  Transformation  within  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  guidance 
goes  on  to  stipulate  the  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  the  Combatant  Commanders 
responsibilities  in  developing  and  validating  joint  warfighting  requirements.  It  also  specifies  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Military  Departments  and  the  Service  Chiefs  of  staffs  responsibilities. 

A  supporting  document  to  the  Transformation  Planning  Guidance  is  Military 
Transformation:  A  Strategic  Approach,  published  by  the  Qffice  of  Force  Transformation.  The 
Qffice  of  Force  Transformation  has  the  responsibility  to  implement  DoD  transformation  planning 
guidance  and  provide  assistance  throughout  DoD,  of  which  the  Military  Transformation:  A 
Strategic  Approach  document  helps  in  doing.  This  document  further  defines  the  scope  and 
process  for  transformation  within  DQD  and  lays  out  six  critical  operational  goals  and  four  pillars 
of  military  transformation.  The  document  ends  with  a  section  talking  about  the  emerging  way  of 
war;  joint  warfare.  “Six  critical  operational  goals... (1)  Protecting  critical  bases  and  defeating 
chemical,  biological,  radiological,  and  nuclear  weapons;  (2)  Projecting  and  sustaining  forces  in 
anti-access  environments;  (3)  Denying  enemy  sanctuary;  (4)  Leveraging  information 
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technology;  (5)  assuring  information  systems  and  conducting  information  operations;  and  (6) 
Enhancing  space  capabilities.”^  Again,  another  document  with  a  broad  range  of  specified  and 
implied  tasks  directed  at  each  of  the  services. 

The  previous  three  documents  mentioned  joint  war  fighting  is  where  the  Department  of 
Defense  will  focus  resources,  and  the  Joint  Operations  Concepts  document  signed  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  provides  some  specific  guidance.  ‘The  Joint  Operations  Concepts 
(JopsC)  describes  how  the  Joint  Force  intends  to  operate  within  the  next  1 5  to  20  years.  It 
provides  the  operational  context  for  the  transformation  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States 
by  linking  strategic  guidance  with  the  integrated  application  of  Joint  Force  capabilities.”^'*  This 
document  identifies  four  joint  operating  concepts  the  services  must  understand  and  resource; 
major  combat  operations,  stability  operations,  homeland  security  and  strategic  deterrence.^® 
Each  of  these  concepts  has  a  mired  of  sub-tasks  and  requirements  that  must  be  identified  by 
the  services,  worked  through  the  Joint  Requirements  Oversight  Council  and  finally  resourced  by 
the  services. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  chartered  a  Joint  Defense  Capabiiities  Study  in  early  2003. 

The  results  of  this  study  further  illustrate  the  direction  that  the  Department  is  heading  with 
transformation,  and  the  study  results  could  lead  to  potential  budgetary  and  programming 
obstacles.  “The  Study  Team’s  task  was  to  examine  and  improve  DoD  processes  for 
determining  needs,  creating  solutions,  making  decisions,  and  providing  capabilities  to  support 
joint  warfighting  needs.”®®  The  study  found  that  the  services  controlled  the  requirements 
process,  the  Combatant  Commanders  had  little  input,  the  services  had  a  narrow  focus  solutions 
and  the  resourcing  process  did  not  allow  senior  leadership  to  provide  guidance  early  on.®^  The 
study  recommended  a  capabilities-based  process  with  a  “born  joint”  resource  process. 

Under  that  process,  joint  needs  would  be  defined  with  a  Department  wide  view 
based  on  extensive  input  from  all  users  of  Defense  capabilities,  particularly  the 
Combatant  Commands.  Capabilities  planning  characterizes  and  quantifies  both 
warfighting  and  enterprise  needs,  ensuring  integration  of  the  full  range  of  materiel 
and  non-materiel  considerations.  Doctrine,  organizational,  training,  personnel, 
leadership,  and  facilities  issues  should  be  considered  simultaneously  with 
platforms,  weapon  systems,  and  costs.®® 

In  addition,  the  study  made  recommendations  for  organizational  changes  within  both  OSD  and 
the  Joint  staff.  The  team  developed  sets  of  recommendations  that  went  from  moderate  to 
radical  and  at  varying  levels  of  consolidation.  All  oriented  toward  supporting  a  new  capabilities- 
based  process  that  allows  the  Combatant  Commanders  greater  play  within  the  process. 

The  last  significant  document  at  the  Department  level  is  the  2004  National  Military 
Strategy.  This  document,  like  the  previous  ones  mentioned,  lays  out  strategy  and  vision  for  the 
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future  of  the  United  States  Armed  Forces.  It  also  specifically  addresses  how  the  Armed  Forces 
will  transform. 

...we  will  transform  the  Armed  Forces  “in  stride”  -  fielding  new  capabilities  and 
adopting  new  operational  concepts  while  actively  taking  the  fight  to  terrorists. 
Transformation  requires  a  combination  of  technology,  intellect  and  cultural 
adjustments  -  adjustments  that  reward  innovation  and  creativity.  In-stride 
transformation  will  ensure  US  forces  emerge  from  the  struggle  against  terrorism 
with  our  joint  force  fully  prepared  to  meet  future  global  chanllenges.^® 

Again,  the  trend  is  for  increasing  joint  force  capabilities,  fighting  the  war  on  terrorism  and 
preparing  for  the  future  all  at  the  same  time.  Many  specified  and  implied  tasks,  with  varying 
costs  to  implement,  and  more  potential  budget  and  program  obstacles  to  Army  transformation. 

As  seen  in  all  of  these  key  documents  at  the  Department  level  there  are  significant 
requirements  listed  that  must  be  accomplished,  all  of  which  can  be  considered  potential  budget 
and  program  obstacles  to  Army  Transformation.  But  when  you  analyze  all  of  these 
requirements,  they  all  focus  on  two  main  ideas,  creating  an  OSD/Joint  staff  that  is  more 
responsive  to  the  defense  needs  of  the  United  States  and  a  military  that  can  operate  in  a  joint 
environment  and  capitalize  on  each  of  the  services  capabilities.  With  this  in  mind,  there  are  only 
two  obstacles  that  the  Army  must  concern  itself  with.  First,  ensuring  the  Army  staff  aligns  itself 
with  that  of  the  OSD/Joint  staff  and  second,  the  Army’s  transformation  must  be  founded  in  the 
Joint  Operations  arena. 

ARMY  LEVEL  IMPLICATIONS 

The  Army  currently  has  two  key  documents  that  lay  out  the  plan  and  policies  for  its 
transformation.  The  first  document  is  the  2004  Army  TransformationRoadmap.  This  document 
is  a  living  document  that  is  updated  annually  to  reflect  senior  leadership  changes  to  the  plan. 
The  second  document  is  the  Army  Campaign  Plan .  The  Campaign  plan  tells  the  Army  how  it  is 
going  to  fight  the  war  on  terrorism  while  at  the  same  time  preparing  for  the  future.  This 
document  is  updated  as  needed.  The  above  two  documents  are  supported  by  two  other  critical 
documents  that  give  direction  to  the  Army  staff  in  its  effort  to  put  the  Army’s  POM  and  Budget 
together  (the  documents  for  getting  transformation  programmed  and  funded).  The  first 
document  being  the  Army  Modernization  Plan,  which  ties  together  equipping,  fielding,  doctrine, 
force  structure,  training  and  leader  development,  materiel,  personnel,  installations,  and 
homeland  security  with  the  Army  transformation  plan.  The  second  document  is  the  Army  Plan 
FY 2006-2023,  which  provides  the  Army  staff  with  the  Army  Strategic  Planning  and  priority 
guidance,  and  the  guidance  for  building  the  Army’s  POM. 
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The  crucial  point  about  these  four  documents  is  they  must  be  in  line  with  each  other,  or 
there  is  a  great  potential  to  have  a  system  come  on  line  and  the  personnel  and  training  not  be 
ready.  The  Army  Plan  must  also  provide  the  guidance  to  ensure  the  Army  is  providing  the 
required  support  that  is  directed  by  the  OSD/Joint  staffs  and  the  combatant  commanders. 

The  Army  Strategic  Planning  Guidance  (ASPG),  as  the  Army’s  institutional 
strategy,  represents  the  Army  Senior  leadership’s  vision  of  how  the  Army  will 
fulfill  its  mission  to  provide  necessary  forces  and  capabilities  to  the  Combatant 
Commanders  in  support  of  the  National  Security  and  Defense  Strategies.'*" 

The  plan  must  also  ensure  the  Army  is  capable  of  Joint  operations.  “The  Army  is  a  critical 
component  of  the  Joint  Team;  we  must  think  of  ourselves  as  indispensable  and  vital  members 
of  that  team  first,  and  as  a  Service  component  second.”'** 

Once  the  policy  documentation  is  finalized,  the  next  critical  areas  deal  with  the  Army 
staff’s  ability  to  translate  the  guidance  into  programs  and  then  into  a  budget  that  supports  these 
programs.  The  Army  staff  also  must  coordinate  with  OSD,  the  Joint  Staff,  agencies, 
subordinate  commands  and  many  other  entities  that  have  either  missions  that  are  directly 
associated  with  the  Army  Plan  or  have  some  role  in  the  process.  For  example,  TRADOC, 
through  its  Futures  Center  has  been  tasked  to  play  a  critical  role  in  the  Army  Transformation. 

The  TRADOC  Futures  Center  designs,  develops,  and  integrates  into  a  joint 
warfighting  environment,  from  concept  to  capability,  all  aspects  of  the  future 
force.  Develops  and  integrates  joint  and  Army  concepts,  architectures,  and 
DOTMLPF  capabilities;  validates  S&T  priorities;  and,  leads  future  force 
experimentation.  Synchronizes  and  integrates  Army  capabilities  with  joint, 
interagency,  and  multinational  cpapbilities.'*^ 

There  are  many  other  organizations  and  documents  that  play  into  this  process.  All  of  which  the 
Army  Staff  must  sort  out  in  order  to  create  the  Army’s  programs  and  a  budget  that  will  fund 
them. 

Another  area  that  plays  into  the  budget  process  quite  heavily  and  to  some  extent 
programming  is  that  of  the  current  operations  of  the  Army.  The  Army  is  fighting  the  war  on 
terrorism  and  has  forces  deployed  around  the  world  executing  other  missions  like  maintaining 
peace  on  the  Korean  peninsula,  conducting  stability  operations  in  the  Balkins  and  fighting  the 
drug  war  is  Central  and  South  America.  All  these  operations  take  a  tremendous  amount  of 
resources  not  to  mention  the  wear  on  equipment  and  personnel.  All  of  this  has  great  potential 
to  affect  the  Army’s  transformation  plan. 

The  operations  in  Iraq  are  starting  to  have  senior  leaders  think  about  changing  the  Army’s 
Transformation  plan  based  on  the  tactics  and  techniques  being  used  to  defeat  the  insurgents. 
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The  Army  is  discarding  or  deiaying  big  parts  of  its  iongstanding  pians.  It  recentiy 
announced  it  has  pushed  back  introduction  of  its  new  lightweight  fighting  vehicie 
for  severai  years,  to  2014,  freeing  up  $9  biiiion.  Eariier  pians  had  calied  for  aii  of 
the  service's  combat  units  to  be  buiit  around  iight,  quick,  armored  vehicie.  The 
Army  now  thinks  it  wiii  need  a  mix  of  siower-to-depioy,  heavy  tanks  as  weii  as 
iight  fighting  vehicies.  This  wiii  aliow  commanders  to  swing  quickiy  between 
tasks,  the  Army  says,  from  handing  out  emergency  rations  on  one  biock  to 
conducting  an  ali-out  battie  with  insurgents  on  another.  Commanders  in  Iraq 
have  found  that  70-ton  tanks,  which  iiteraiiy  shake  the  ground  as  they  move,  can 
heip  ward  off  guerriiia  attacks  simpiy  through  intimidation."*® 

As  the  war  on  terrorism  continues,  there  is  potentiai  to  see  many  changes  in  the  Army’s 
transformation  pian  based  on  finding  better  ways  to  fight  the  enemies  of  the  future. 

Within  the  Army  itseif,  there  are  many  areas  that  couid  become  significant  program  and 
budgetary  obstacies  to  the  Army’s  transformation.  Whenever  a  senior  ieader  changes  there  is  a 
potentiai  to  change  policy  or  direction  of  the  Army,  if  the  Army  Staff  does  not  understand  the 
pian  and  how  to  work  it  through  the  process,  it  couid  siow  the  transformation  efforts.  When 
doctrine,  tactics,  techniques  and  procedures  must  be  changed,  there  is  potentiai  to  have  to 
change  the  transformation  pian.  Any  significant  change  in  the  pian  wiii  have  to  be  reviewed  by 
OSD,  which  in  turn  couid  cause  more  changes,  and  these  types  of  changes  couid  manifest 
themseives  as  they  go  forward  to  Congress  for  funding. 

NON-GOVERNMENT  IMPLICATIONS 

There  are  other  eiements  that  weigh  into  this  process  of  transformation  that  couid  have 
the  same  affect  or  even  more  then  those  outiined  above.  Such  think-tank  organizations  iike 
RAND,  Brookings  Institute  and  the  Cato  Institute  are  iooked  too  by  members  of  Congress  and 
senior  DOD  ieadership  for  their  anaiysis  abiiities.  Academic  Institutions  iike  the  Nationai 
Defense  University  and  the  Army  War  Coiiege  piay  a  roie  through  writings  by  members  of  their 
staffs  on  the  subject  of  transformation.  Media  has  infiuence  by  what  they  report  and  how  they 
report  it.  Regions  around  the  worid,  such  as  Europe  and  Asia  can  weigh-in  as  weii  through 
poiiticai  concerns  by  effected  countries  within  these  regions  speaking  out  on  poiicies  that  are 
impiemented  in  support  of  transformation. 

In  an  article  by  a  RAND  employee  on  the  subject  of  Intelligence,  Surveillance  and 
Reconnaissance  (ISR)  with  respect  to  transforming  national  security,  a  disconnect  was  pointed 
out  between  the  need  for  better  gathering  equipment  and  being  able  to  properly  analyze  what 
was  gathered.  “Additional  sensing  does  not  equate  to  more  insight.  Particular  attention  must 
be  paid  to  leveraging  the  most  important  strategic  asset  in  the  ISR  domain  -  the  human 
analysts.’’"*"*  In  another  example,  two  members  of  the  Cato  Institute  point  out  in  their  analysis  of 
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the  2001  QDR  that  there  was  not  a  real  road  map  to  force  modernization,  “...although  the  QDR 
did  delineate  a  national  defense  strategy-albeit  a  flawed  one — it  did  not  address  the  other 
issues  in  its  congressional  mandate.  The  difficult  decisions  of  the  force  structure,  infrastructure 
and  budget  and  force  modernization  plans  that  would  be  needed  to  carry  out  the  strategy  were 
not  discussed.”''® 

The  National  Defense  University  put  together  a  book  titled  Transforming  America’s 
Military,  in  2002.  It  was  a  road  map  in  how  to  transform.  The  book  started  out  by  establishing  a 
foundation  for  transformation,  and  then  it  addressed  how  each  of  the  services  should  transform. 
Next  it  discussed  integrating  transformation  within  military  operations  and  ended  in  discussing 
broader  areas  of  transformation  like  technology  and  cyberspace.  The  books  conclusion 
explains  the  book’s  focus. 

Advanced  technological  development  by  itself  is  clearly  not  sufficient  to  ensure  a 
successful  military  transformation.  Coupled  with  advances  in  doctrine,  strategy, 
tactics,  and  training,  however,  advanced  technology  is  a  significant  force 
multiplier.  Maintaining  our  technological  lead  in  the  future  will  be  critical  to  the 
operations  of  our  fighting  forces.  Technologists,  operators,  and  acquisition 
specialists  together  can  create  and  implement  the  policies  so  vital  to  ensuring 
this  critical  requirement.'*® 

From  the  Army  War  College,  writings  on  transformation  much  like  that  found  in 
Parameters  in  the  autumn  edition  in  2001  by  David  Jablonsky.  This  article  discusses  Army 
T ransformation  after  General  Shinseki's  announced  plan  for  transforming  the  Army.  The  article 
is  a  detailed  analysis  of  Army  T ransformation  and  is  looks  at  transformation  through  two 
doctrines  at  the  time. 

How  well  Army  transformation  is  able  to  deal  with  that  disconnect,  however,  will 
depend  a  great  deal  on  future  US  policy  concerning  the  use  of  military  force.  At 
one  extreme  is  the  so-called  Powell  Doctrine,  a  relatively  restrictive  approach  to 
the  subject.  At  the  other  extreme  is  what  has  popularly  come  to  be  called  the 
Clinton  Doctrine,  a  more  liberal  prescription  for  the  use  of  force.  The  purpose  of 
this  article  is  to  demonstrate  how  those  two  doctrines  will  influence  the 
transformation  of  the  US  Army  as  it  struggles  to  move  forward  toward  a  genuine 
revolution  in  military  affairs,  and  how  that  transformation  process  can  in  turn 
mitigate  the  worst  excesses  of  both  doctrines. 

There  are  literally  hundreds  of  articles,  books  and  writings  on  transformation.  All  of  these  might 
not  directly  affect  transformation,  but  all  may  have  influences  on  the  decision  makers  as  they 
create  and  implement  policies  and  build  programs  and  budgets  to  support  transformation. 

Corporate  America  can  also  weigh-in  on  Army  transformation  through  lobbying  for  their 
specific  weapons  program  or  system.  In  addition,  there  are  numerous  other  organizations  or 
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entities  that  have  the  potentiai  to  infiuence  Army  transformation  through  the  United  States’  very 
open  system  of  government. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Army  has  a  very  soiid  pian  for  Transformation  that  has  been  recognized  as  such  by 
DoD,  GAO  and  others.  The  key  to  the  Army’s  pian  is  that  it  is  fiexibie  and  the  Army  ieadership 
understands  that  adjustments  and  changes  are  the  norm  when  you  are  fighting  a  giobai  war  and 
at  the  same  time  changing  the  force  to  prepare  it  to  meet  future  chaiienges. 

This  paper  identified  many  budgetary  and  programming  obstacies  at  every  ievei  of 
government  inciuding  non-government  eiements  that  have  the  potentiai  to  significantiy  infiuence 
the  Army’s  transformation  pian.  After  anaiyzing  these  obstacies  and  potentiai  obstacies,  they  aii 
basicaiiy  faii  into  three  areas,  current  administration’s  agenda,  giobai  war  on  terrorism  and 
outside  infiuences. 

The  current  administration's  agenda  is  nothing  more  then  having  a  government  that  is 
resuits  oriented  with  a  defined  method  to  measure  the  resuits.  Specificaliy  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  is  an  organization  that  is  Joint  Operations  capabie  and  abie  to  meet  current  and 
future  mission  requirements.  The  current  Army  Transformation  Road  map  is  focused  on  both  of 
these  areas.  The  key  to  the  Army  is  to  understand  these  requirements  and  ensure  changes  are 
made  in  the  transformation  pian  with  respect  to  any  changes  within  these  areas. 

The  giobai  war  on  terrorism  is  what  can  be  caiied  the  iong  poie  in  the  tent.  The  Army  has 
to  fuiiy  support  this  war  on  terrorism,  which  at  times  can  puii  tremendous  resources  from  other 
programs.  For  exampie,  putting  armor  on  aii  iight  skinned  vehicies  in  Iraq  takes  significant 
resources  to  accompiish.  If  funding  is  not  provided,  then  the  Army  must  take  the  funding  out  of 
the  current  years  budget.  Changes  of  this  magnitude  wiii  affect  transformation  and  the  Army  wiii 
have  to  adjust  timeiines  or  other  non-transformation  programs  to  iimit  the  affect.  The  key  for  the 
Army  here  is  to  keep  DoD  and  Congress  fuiiy  informed  of  these  types  of  changes  to  maintain 
the  confidence  of  both  DoD  and  Congress. 

Outside  infiuences  come  from  many  sources  as  mentioned  eariier.  There  are  many 
reasons  for  outside  entities  to  try  and  infiuence  what  is  going  on  in  the  Army  from  poiiticai  to 
personai  reasons.  The  key  for  the  Army  in  this  area  is  to  address  these  concerns  honestiy  and 
upfront  with  respect  to  the  transformation  pian. 

The  budgetary  and  programming  obstacies  are  many  and  can  have  significant  affect,  but 
none  at  this  time  appear  to  be  an  absoiute  showstopper.  Cieariy  adjustments  wiii  have  to  be 
made  as  the  war  on  terrorism  continues  and  resources  become  limited.  So  long  as  these 
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changes  are  not  made  in  a  vacuum,  the  Army’s  transformation  wili  continue  to  move  forward. 
The  Army  has  a  strong  transformation  pian  that  is  supported  by  the  Department  of  Defense,  the 
Administration  and  Congress. 
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